The authors regret that equations of motion given in Eq. (6) of Ann Biomed Eng, 2011; 39:147-160 1 did not include the moment created by the joint contact forces arising due to the action of the biarticular muscles. 2 The correct equation should read:
where b ji = 1 for biarticular muscles that cross but do not attach to segment i; b ji = 0 for all other muscles andp ji = line of action of biarticular muscle j about segment i. Figure 2 should additionally be replaced by the figure below (incorporating definitions of the new quantities in Eq. (6)).
The authors had previously demonstrated that this approach to the inverse dynamics problem permitted the notional inter-segmental joint moment to exceed that calculated by a traditional inverse dynamics analysis. However, when the joint contact force due to the biarticular muscles is included, it can be shown analytically that the notional inter-segmental joint moment is equivalent to the traditional approach.
Given the notional inter-segmental joint moments are equivalent between all the cases presented in the revised analysis, the activation of the musculature is more constrained than in the original paper. In particular, this results in the activity of the biarticular muscles being generally 0.2 -0.6 9 BW lower than in the original paper. This also results in a commensurate decrease in the calculated joint reaction forces, but these differences are generally small. The largest decreases are seen at the hip and at the PFJ during landing with the largest being seen at the hip during landing (1.2 9 BW -17%).
The temporal pattern of the activation of biarticular muscles in the revised BI and BIH approaches showed much more similarity to the TRADB approach, but there were still differences. An excerpt from Figure 4 is reproduced here to exemplify this.
The difference between the TRADB and BI methods is due to the formalization of different optimization problems. On the one hand the TRADB method is based purely upon a consideration of joint moments, where each biarticular muscle is modeled as two monoarticular muscles that are constrained to have the same force. In contrast the BI approach is based upon segmental considerations. This permits a more realistic representation
of the biarticular muscles. Figure A1 contrasts the two approaches to modeling a biarticular muscle. Although it can be shown that the net moment acting on the intermediate segment is equivalent between the two approaches, it is clear that the moments impressed at either end of the intermediate segment are different. During vertical jumping it is common for a biarticular muscle to be an agonist at one joint and an antagonist at the other, which, when modelled in this way under the traditional approach, constrains its activity. Alternatively, in the segment based approach the biarticular muscles cause the rotation of three segments, and during vertical jumping can often act to assist the rotation of two segments while impeding the other. This difference in the optimization problem thus permits the difference in activity of the biarticular muscles between the two approaches.
In summary, if the effect of the joint contact forces due to the biarticular muscles is included in Eq. (6), the TRADB and BI cases are more similar than previously presented. Despite this there are still differences between the two cases due to the formalization of different optimization problems. The authors therefore suggest that the method presented here represents a more faithful interpretation of the biarticular muscles and should therefore be preferred in future work. 
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